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proareepeapeeenerepteatotopten 


T he Do#rine of the Trinity and Tranſub- 
ſtantiation compared,as to Scripture,Rea- 
ſon, and T radition. In a New Dia- 
logue between a Proteſtant and a Papiſt. 


Pr. T3 Remember your laſt Words at parting 
| were, Farewell ; and God give his holy 
Spirit ts inſtruf# you. Which have run 
| much in my Mind : For if the holy Sp;- 
N rt inſtruct us, what need is there of an 
Infallible Church ? I hope thoſe were 
not only words of courſe with you. 

Pa. No; but I meant that the holy Spirit ſhould inſtrutt 
you about the Authority of the Church. 

Pr. Was this indeed your meaning ? Then you would 
have me believe the Church Infallible, becauſe the holy 
Spirit which is Ifallible will inſtruct me about it, if I ſeek 
his DireQions: 

FP. Feb. 

Pr. But then I have no Reaſonto believe it : for the holy 
Spirit after my ſeeking his Inſtruftions, teaches me other- 
wiſe. And if the holy Spirzt is Infallible which way ſo- 
ever it teaches, then I am infallibly ſure there is no ſuch 
thing as Infallibility in what you call the Catholick Church. 

P. Come, come ; you make too much ofa ſudden Ex- 
preſſion at parting ; I pray let us return to our main buſi- 
neſs, which is to 1hew, that there is the ſame Ground from 

A 2 Scripture, 


Scripture, Reaſon, and Tradition, to believe Tranſubtantia- 
tion; bs there is t6 believe the Trinity, " And'this I affirm 
again, after reading the..Auſwers to the former Dialague.; 
and I now come fomewhat berter- prepared ro make it out. 

Pr. So you had need. And TI hope I ſhall be able not 
only ro-deend.the contragy, but to make it evident to you 
that there is a mighty difference in'theſe two Do&rines, 
28 tO/ Scripture, ' Reaſon, and Tradition. But I pray keep 
cloſe to the Point : for-I hate impertinent trifling ina De- 
bate of ſuch conſequence. 

P. I mult confeſs I over-ſhot my ſelf a little in the 
f>rmer Dialogue, when I offer'd to prove the DoCtrine of 
the Trinity unreaſonable and abſurd : For nv Church can 
make fuch a4 Dottrine,'which is'unreaſonable and abſurd 
in 1t.felf, not to! be fo tome 3 No Church can make three 

ad one to be the (ame, if they be repugnant in themſelves. 
But, my meaning. was, that: Mens Diſputes about theſe 
things will never be:ended;- tall they ſubmit to the Aurho- 
rity ot the Chnths (om io | 

Pr. And then they. may believe three, or three huwdred 
Perſons in the Trizity, as the Church pleaſes. Is.vhat 
your meaning ? | .þ:77 3 fi 127 | 

''P-:;No. But T {and tomy: Carnal Reaſon it would ap- 
pear £;; but not to.my Reafom as under the Conduct of 
an Infallible Guide. Let £12: 

Pr. Then an Ifallible Guide can make three hundred to 
be but three ; which 1s a notable trick of Inftallibility.. 

. P..No;. Itell you I meant only that we are not to fol- 
low Carmal Reaſon, but. the Charch's Authority; i.c. we 
_ are not-t9 fearclr into Myſteries above Reaton, but only 
believe what the Church delivers. And1 intend now to 
argue the Point ſomewhat cloſely with you. Do you be- 
lieve that there are! any Myliteries ur the Chrifttuan .Do- 
ctrine above Reaſon or not 2 If -not, you muſt rejeQt the 
Trinity ; 1t.you do, 'then you have no ground for reject- 

| ing 


_—_ . 
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| T3 
ing 'Tranſubtantiation becauſe it is above Reaſon. 
----Pr; You clearly miſtake us; and Tperceive were ver 
little acquainted with our Doctrine ; for we do not vie 
any Doctrine concerning God, meerly* becaule it is above 
our Reafon, when it 'is otherwiſe clearly proved from 
Scripture. For then we own our ſelves bound to ſubmit 
in matters of Drvine: Revelation concerning an Infinite 
Being, though they be above our Capacity to comprehend 
them. Burt im matters of a finire Nature, which are far 
more eaſe for ns to concetve, and which depend upon the 
Evidence of Senſe, we may juftly reje&t any Doftrine 
which overthrows that Evidence, and is not barely above 
our Reaſon, but repugnant to it. 

P. T donot well underſtand you. 

Pr. So I believe; but-T will endeayour to help your 
Underſtanding a little. And I pray confider theſe things. 
 T. Thar there is a great difference in our Conceptions 
of Finite and Tyfinite Beings. | For, whatfoever is Infiaite, 
rs thereby owned to be above .our Comprehenſion, other- 
wiſe it would nor be Infimte. Fhe Attributes of God 
which are eſſential to him, as his Wifdom, | Goodnefs and 
Power, muft be underſtood by ns, fo faras to form a true 
Notion of that Being which 1s Infinite ; but then the I- 
* finity of theſe Attributes is above our 'reach. And fo 
his Infiaire Duration, which we call Eterzity; his Infi- 
nite Prelence' which we- call his Fnmenſfity; the Infinite 
Extent of his Kowlede, as to future Contingencies ; all 
theſe muſt be contefſed to'be Myfteries, not above our Rea- 
fon; but above our Capacity. For we have great Rea- 
ton to own them, but we have not Faculties to compre- 
hend them. We cannot believe a God, unleſs we hold - 
him to be Infinite in all Perfe&ions ; and if he be Infinite, 
he muſt be incomprehenfible ; ſo that Religion mutt be 
overthrown if ſomething mcomprehenfible be'nor allow- 
ed.. And as tu finite Beings, lo far.as they run into'what: 

| WC 


we call Tzfizite, they are ſo far out of our reach; as appears 
by the inſuperable Difficulties about the Infinite Diviſibili- 
ty of Quantity. | | | . 

2. That we have certain Notions of ſome things in 
the viſible World ; both that they are, and that they have 
ſome Attributes eſſential to them. We daily converſe 
with things viſible and corporeal ; and if we do not con- 
ceive ſomething| true and certain in our Minds about 
them, we live in a Dream and have only Phantaſms and 
Illuſions about us. If we are certain that there are real 
Bodies, and not meer Appearances, there muſt be ſome 
certain way of conveying ſuch Impreſſions to our Minds, 
from whence they may conclude, this is a Horſe, and this 


a Man, and this is Fleſh, and this Blood, and this is Wood, 


and this Stone ; otherwiſe all certainty is gone, and we 
muſt tura meer Scepticks. | 

3. That in examining the ſenſe of Scripture we may 
make uſe of thoſe certain Notions of viſible things which 
God and Nature have planted in us; otherwiſe we are 
not dealt vvith as Reaſonable Creatures. And therefore 
vve mult uſe thoſe Faculties God hath given us, in reading 
and comparing, Scriptures, and examining the ſenſe that 
is offered by ſuch Notions which are agreeable to the 
nature of things. As for inſtance, the Scripture frequent- 
ly attributes Eyes and Ezxrs and Hayds to the Almighty : 
muſt we preſently believe God to have an Human Shape 
becauſe of this? No; we compare theſe with the ne- 
cefſary Attributes of God, and from thence ſee a neceſſity 
of interpreting theſe Expreſſions in a Senſe agreeable to 
the Divine Nature. So if other Expreſſions of Scriptare 
ſeem to affirm that of a Body which is inconſiſtent with the 
Nature of it ; | as, that it is not viſible, or may be in many 
Places at once, | there is ſome Reaſon for me to underftand 
them in a Senſe agreeable to the Effential Properties of a 


Body. 
4. There 


JS 


4. There is a difference rw our not apprehending 
the manner how a thing is, and the apprehending the im- 
poſſibility of the thing it ſelf. And this is the meaning 
of the diſtinQtion of "Things above our Reaſon, and contra- 
ry to our Reaſon. If the Queſtion be, how the ſame indi- 
vidual Nature can be communicated to three diſtin& Per- 
ſons? We may juſtly anſwer, we cannot apprehend the 
manner of it, no more than we can the Divine Immenſity, 
or an Tsfinite Amplitude without Extenſion. But if any £0 
about to prove there 15 an impoſſibility in the thing, he 
muſt prove that the Divine Nature can communicate it- 
{ſelf no otherwiſe than a finite individual Nature can : 
For all acknowledg the ſame common Nature may be: 
communicated to three Perfons, and ſo the whole Con- 
troverſy reſtson this ſingle Point as to Reaſon ; whether the 
Divine Nature andPerſons are to be judged and meaſured 
as Human Nature and Perſons are. And in this, I think 
we have the advantage in point of Reaſon of the Azti- 
trinitarians themſelves, altho they pretend never ſo much 
to it. 

P. Good night, Sir ; I perceive you are in for an hour ; 
and I have not ſo much time to ſpare, to hear ſuch long; 
Preachments. For my part, talk of Sexſe and Reaſon as 
long as you will, I am for the Catholick Church. 

Pr. And truly, ſhe is mightily obliged to you for op- 
poſing her Authority to Senſe, and Reaſor.  . 

P, Call it what you will, I am for the Churches Autho-- 
rity; and the talk of Sexfe and Reaſon is but Canting with- 
out that. 

Pr. The matter is then come to a fine paſs ; I thought 
Canting had rather been that which was ſpoken againſt 


_ Senſe or Reaſon. . But I pray, Sir, what ſay you to-what 


I have been diſcourſing ? 
P. To tell you truth, I did not mind'it ; for as ſoon as. 
I heard whither you were going, I clapt faſt hold of the: 
Pn Church,, 


Church; as. a Man would, do! of a Maſt in a Storm, and 
relolyed not to let go my hold, br nee] -- | 

Pr. What | altho-you ſhould fink together with it. :. 

P, If I do, the: Church muſt anſwer for it; for.l muſt 
ſink or {wim with it. | EN 

Py, Whas Comfort will that be to you, when ,you are, 
called to 4n account: for ygur elf ? But if you ltick here,: 
it is t0-20 purpoſe to talk any more with you. . cr) 

P, I think {o-too. But now we are 1, methigks we 
ſhould not give over thus ; eſpecially ſince I began this: 
Dialogue about the Frixity and. Trenſubſtant iat ion. | 

Pr. If you do, we know the Reaſon of #.- 'But, I am 
reſolved to puſb-this matter now as far as'it will go; and; 
either to convince you of your Miſtake, or at leaſt to 
make you give it over wholly. 

_—Þ: But if I muſt go on in my Parallel, I-will proceed. : 
in my own way, I mentioned three things, Scripture, Rea- 
ſon, and Tradition. And TI will begin with .Tradftion. 

Pr. This is ſomewhat an uncouth Method-; but I muſt. 
be content to follow your-Conduct. oy 

P. No, Sir, the Method 1s very natural ; for iz Myſte- 
ries above Reaſon, the ſafeſt. may s. to truſt Tradition, And 
r0ne can give ſo good account'of that as the Church. 

Pr. Take your own way : but I perceive Tradition 
with you is the Senſe of the preſent Church ; which. is as 
hard to conceive, as that a. Nuzc ftans ſhould be an eternal 
Succeſſion. | I EPRY A 

. P. As. to comparing Tradition, I ay, that the Myſtery 
of the Trinity was queſtioned in the very Infancy of theChurch, 
and the Arians prevwled mnch againſt it in the beginning of the 
fourth Age; but Tranſnbſtantiation lay unqueſtion'd and quiet 
for 4 long time; and when it came into deba'e, there was ng 
ſuch oppoſition as that of Arius,to call iz: queſtion the Authority . 
of its Tradition; the Church rateived it unanimonſly, and in 
that Senſe continucd till raſh Reaſop attempted to fathom the 
uplimited Miracles and Myſteries of God Pr. 
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Pr. (ſtand arnazed at <hebettheſs vÞ this Aﬀertion : 
But I find your: quan» Writers 'are very little vers'd in 
Antiquity ; which makes them” offer” things concerning 
the Ancient Charch, eſpecially '2s ro Tyan/ubfantiation, 
which thoſe who had been modeſt and learned, would have 
been aſhamed of, ©M 

P. I hope I may makeuſe of them to jultify my elf, 


- tho you flight chem, I meah cs Couſtnſus Vererum, the 


Nubes Teſtium, andthe ſingle Sheer aboat Tranſubſtantiation. 
Pr. Take them all,and as many moreas you pleaſe, I am 
ſure you can never prove TranſubPtentidtion to have been, 


and the Trivity not to have beeri the conſtant Belief of the 


Primitive Church. Fn | 

P. Let me manage my own — t Drift, 

Pr. All the Reaſon in the World, | 

P. My Argument is, That rhe Dottrine of the Tringry 
met with far more oppoſition than Tr anſubtantiation did. © * 

Py, Good Reaſon for it, becauſe it was never heatd' of 
then. You may as well fay, the Traii2;op of "the Cite. 


tation of the Blood lay very quiet, from the days of Hip- 


pocrates to the time of Pariſaxws. Who was there that op- 


poſed things before they were thought of ? - 
P. Thar is your great Miſtake ; for 'T7au/vb/tattiation 


was very well known, but they-did'not happen'to ſpeak 7 


much of it, becauſe it was not op ; | 

Pr. But how is it poſſible for you to know it was {6 
well known,zif they ſpake not of it? - | 

P. I did not fay, they did nor fpeak of it, but nor 6 
much, or not half ſo expreſs ; beeayſe it is not tuſtothary foy 
Men to argue unqueſtionable Truths. 

Py. But ſtill how ſhall it be known that the Church re- 
ceived this Dotrine wrznimoſh, if they do not ſpeak ex- 
preſly of it? But fince you offer ar no Proof 'of your AF 
ſertion, I will make a fair offer - to- you; and tindertake to 
prove, that the Fathers fpake expreſly againſt rt. 
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P. How is that? Expreſly againſt :it #: God forbid. 
., Pr. Make of it what mon.pienty and anſwer what you 
can : I begin with my+Proofs. +1 1 21 | 
P. Nay, then, we are in for all night. Iam now full 
of buſineſs and cannot hearken- to tedious Proofs out of 
the Fathers, which have been canvaſſed a hundred times. 


Pr.,.;T will be as ſhort as I:can 3 and T promiſe you not 


to tranſcribe any that have hitherto written, nor to urge 


you with any ſpurious Writer,or lame Citation at ſecond 
or third in ; and I ſhall produce nothing but what I have 
read, conſidered, and weighed in the Authors themſelves. 

P. Since:it: muſt beſo; let me; hear your doughty Ar- 
guments, which I cannot as well turn againſt the Trinity; 
For that is my Point. | 

Pr. I leave you to try-your Skill upon them, The firſt 
ſhall be from. the; Proofs of the. Truth of Chriff”s Incarna- 
7101 ,.and: I hopeithis will;net hold againſt. the Trinity. 
Angd,.thoſe, Arguments, which ' they;; brought to prove 
Chriſt Izcarnate; do overthrow: Tranſubſtantiation effetu- 
ally.” So that either we muſt make the Fathers to reaſon 
very ill againſt Hereticks ; or, if their Arguments be good, 
it was impoſſible they ſhould;believe 7ranſub/tantiation. 
For can. you-ſuppole that any gan; þelieve it, who ſhould 
not h_ aſſertz] but-make- the force: of: an Argument to 
lie in this, that the ſubſtance of the Bread doth not remain 
after Conſecratiori ? And this I now prove, not from any 
Night inconſiderable Authors,but from ſome of the greateſt 
Men in the Chuxch in their time. begin. with St. Chry- 
ſoſtom, whoſe Epiſtle to Ceſarixs is at laſt brought to light 
by a learned Perſon of the Roman Communion ; who 
makes no queſtion of the Sincerity of it, and faith, the La- 
tin Tranſlation which only he could find entire, was about frue 
hundred years old; but he hath ſo confirm/dit by the Greek 
Fragments , of it, quoted by ancient Gyeek Authors, that 
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twicen Apollinariſts and Tran van 
5 ;ovay Lou {ball find it comes nearer:the/matter than yoh 


( 11 


Point ? | $ 


P. What means all: this ado before: you come to. the 
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dently denied to be St. Chryſaftom's and; ſuch care Was - : pay þ 


lately taken to ſuppreſs it. | | 

P. But what will you do with it- now you have it? 

Pr. I will tell you-preſently,. 'Fkis Epifteciwasmritten 
by him for the ſatisfaction-of Caſarive 2 k;: whoovas 
in danger of being; ſeduced by the Apbllitariſts. 1cil; bo 

P. What have we to do with the Apollinarifts:?Do-you 
think all hard words are akin, and fo theaflinity: riſes be- 

ſubſtantiation Ain vaurr 


iMmdgihed. ..'For thoſe Hereticks denied. the Truth. of, che 


Human Nature of; Chriſt after the/Union,- and ſaidr:that 
the Properties of it did then belong to the Divine Natare,; 


as appears by that very Epiſtle. 


P.. And what of all this?.-. Do we deny.'thetruth of 


Chriſt's Human Nature. ? | 


Py. No; but I pray obſerve the force of bis P arallel. | 


' He is proving that each Nature in Chriſt 
{ contains its properties”: for, faith he, «s 
before Conſecration we call it Bread, but 
after it by Divine Grace ſanitifying; it 


through the Prayer of the Prieſt, it is. 


a0 longer called Bread, but the Body of our 
Lord, altho the nature of Bread remains 
in it; audit doth not become two Boaies, 
but one Body of Chriſt; ſo here the Di- 
vine Nature being joyned to the Human, 
they both make one Son, and one Perſon. 


'minici Corporis 


_ Sicur enim anrequam ſanRificatur pa- 
nis, panem nominamus, diving autcm il- 
lum fan&ificame Gratia, mediante Sacer- 
dote, liberarus eſt quidem ab appellatio- 
ne panis, dignus. autem habitus eſt Do- 

poris | NE, etiamſ7 
narura Panis in ipſo permanfit & non 
duo Corpora, ſed unum Corpus Filii 
przdicatur, fic & hic'divina #iJpuu- 
ous ( eridpuwerns in 'Grzc. Exemplar. 
Ep. Bigor. ). id eſt inundante Corporis 
Natura unum Filium, unam Perſonam 
utraqz hzc fecerunt. 


P. And what do you infer from hence ? 
Px. Nothing more, but that the Nature of Bread doth 
as certainly remain” after Coxſecration, as the Nature of 


Chriſt doth after the Unios. 
B 2 


P. 


p- 23: 


| | (92) En 
P. Hotd a little; | For the' Author of the fingle Sheet 


iſt Miſre- faith, That the Fathers by Nature and Subſtance do' oft 


and een (10 1078 'Dhaxs the \weture): alities, ov- viſible - Ap- 


2 Part. Ch. Zo 


» 


ſomething as hard to believe or underſtand; 


pearances of Things.  Arub\uny may" not' St. Chryfoſtom | 


mean ſo here ? | 
Pr. I fay, it is impoſſible he ſhould. For all the Di- 
fpute was about #he $#btance, and not about the Qualities, 
as appears by that "= Epiſtle ;- for thoſe Herericks gran- 
ted, that Chriſt had all the' Properties of a Body left till ; 
they donot deny that Chriſt conld ſuffer, but they faid, 
the Properties of a Body after the Union belonged tothe 
Divine Nature, the Human Nature being wed: 
by the Union. And therefore St.Chryfoſtom, Neruda 
underſtand Sub/tance;and not \Qualitzes ;orelſe he doth by 
nho-means prove that/which he aimedat. So that St. C 


foftomw doch manifeſtly, aſſert the Subſtance of the Bread to 


remain after Coxſecration. 


P. But dotly not Sr. Chryſoftom ſuppoſe then, that upon 


Conſecration, The Bread i united to the' Divinity, as the 


. Human Natwe is to the Divine; elſe what Paralletcould 
he make? © CEOS | 


(| 


Py. I will deal freely with.you by dechring, that not 
St. Chry/oftom. only, but many» others of the Fathers, did 
own the Bread after Confecration to-be-made rhe rea! Body 
of  Chrif.;” but; not in your” Senſe, by: changing the Sab- 


ftance of the Elements mnto that Body of Chrift which is 


in Heaven; but, by a Myſtieat Union, caufed by the Holy 
Spirit, whereby the Bread' becomes the Body of Chriſt, as 
that was which was concewed in the Womb of the Bleſfed 
Virgin. But. this is. quite another thing from-Traſubſtex- 
tiation ; and the Churely off Exglandowns, thar after Con- 
ſecration, the Bread and Wine are the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt. | | 


Pr. 


P. But alchs this |be-not 7 ranſubſtantiation, it may ke 


CN 
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Px. By no means, For all the difficulties relating to 
che: —_— pane Sabſtance of theBread, and the Pro- 
ze of Chriſt's Body are removed by this Hypotheſis. 
-P\ Let us then keep to our Point : but methinks this 15 
but a flender appearance yet; St. Chry/oftom ſtands alone 

for all chat I ſee. 

Pr. Have but a little Patience, and you fhall fee more 
of bis mind e's But I mult firit tell you, that the 
Extychians a . were condemned in the Council of 


. Chalcedon for following this Doctrine of Apollizaris ;. and Concil. Chal- 
that Council defines, that the differences of the two Natures <4. At. 5. 


in Chriſt were not deſtroyed by the Union ; but that their 
Proper ties were' preſerued diftintt and concur to one Perſon. 
And againft: theſe, the other Fathers diſputed juſt as 


_ St. Chryſoftoms had done before againſt the Apollinerifts. 


- Fheodoret brings the fame Inftance, 


and he affirms expreſly, That the Na- *O 33. 90s adue oy 1, dþ1 
ture of the Elements « ot chapged, that Jn, m0 wi as ay gaune! oY 


T5 


| they do not lofe therr proper Nature Canary of enluanr Or wpoorprig wel 


but remain intheir former Subſtance, Fi ##n:* Fw plan pelefadavr 


' quoes Toocetmutc, Dial. 1. 
gure and Form, aud may be feen and Xegw of ky ir yt Wb, 
fonched as before. © ov os & bn rnrl _ 


: Still this is not; to prove any Acci- 2 3 modſiqus wins 
dextal Qualities, but the very Sub- AN Fett rg 
ftance.of Chrift's Body to remain. | 

P: But was not Theodoret a Man of ſuſpeted Faith in 
the Church ? and therefore no great matter can-be made 
of his Teſtimony. 
;. Px. Yeild it then to us; and. fee. if we do not clear 
Theodoret ; but your own learned Men neverqueſtion him, 
as to: this matter ( atleaſt) and the ancient Church hath 
vindicated his Reputation. And he faith no more than 


St. Chry/oftom before him, and others of great Eſteem 


after him. | | 
P. Who were they ? | 
Pr. 


| | ( 14) 

Pr. What ſay you to a Pope, whom you account Head 
of the Chnrch ? Pope Gelaſius writing againſt the ſame 
| Els WI, ' Hereticks, produces the fame Exam- 
pars & Frnguinis Domini divina res et, PIE and he expreſly ſaith, The Subſtance 

propter quod & per cadem divinz effi; of the Bread and Wine doth not ceaſe. 
cignur conſortes Natur, & ramen eſe P. T thought I ſhould find you trip- 
non definir ſubſtantia ve! narura Pants & | 1; 1. Here you put a/Fob-head of = 


01 et Ls Church upon us. . For..-the Author of 
the ſingle Sheet ſaith, this was another Gelafius, as is prov'd 
at large by Bellarmin. 

Pr. In truth, I am aſhamed of the Ignorance of ſuch 
ſmall Authors, who will be meddling with things they 
underſtand not. For'this Writer, ſince Bellarmix's time, 
hath been evidently proved from Teſtimonies of Antiqui- 
ty, ſuch as Fulgentius and John the ſecond, to have been 
Pope Gelaſius, and that by tome of the moſt learned Per- 
ſons of the Roman Communion, ſuch as Cardinal Du 
Perron,  Petavins, Sirmondus, and others. bk 

P. Have you any,more that talk at this rate ? ; 


Pag. 20, 


Py. Yes.  What/think you of a Patriarch of Antioch, 
who uſeth the ſamg'Similitude for the ſame purpoſe; and 
gl F , — {he affirms, that the ſenſible Subſtance 
"Odlw 2 hs ii my Iu. {{till continues in the Euchariſt, tho it 
GR Lad, Rgi58, KY Ths &1 g "ms as % ae . R X 
iire]ar x, 7h; veerhe aMeig]e wa hath Divine Grace joyned withit ? And 
x4e1G-- Ephrzm. Antioch. ap. Phot. { T| ray, now tell me ſeriouſly, did 
Py the Tradition of Tranſubſtantiation lie 
unqieftion'd and quiet all this while ? when we have three 
Patriarchs, of Conſtantinople, Rome, and Antioch, expreſly 

againſt it; and oneof them owned by your Selves, to be 

Head of the Church ; and held by many to be Infallible, 

eſpecially when he teaches the Church ; which he doth, 

if ever, when he declares againſt Hereticks. 

P. I know not what to ſay, unleſs by Nature and Sub- 

ftance they meant Qualities and Properties. | 

Pr. I have evidently proved that could not be their 


meaning. P, 


(C 15 ) = 

P. ButI am told Monſieur! Arnaud 11 his elaborate De- 
 ſenceagainſt Claude goes that way, and he ſaith, The Ex- Tom. 3. 1. 5.e. 
tychians and Apollinariſts did not abſolutely deny any Sub= :58,3,19,11, 
flance to remain in Chriſt's Body, but not y-« as to be endued . 
with ſuch Properties as ours have. | 

Pr. T grant this is the main of his Defence ; but I con- 
feſs, Monſieur Arzaud hath not ſo much Authority with 
me, as a General Council which declared the contrary ; 
viz. That the Entychians were condemned for not holding two ,, rung. 
Subftances or Natures in Chriſt after the Union. And 1.8. 
'Domnus Antiochenus, who firſt laid open the Entychian 
Hereſy, ſaith, It lay in making a mixture and confuſion of 
both Natures in Chriſt, and ſo making the Divinity paſſible : 
| and to the ſame purpoſe others. "There were ſome who 
charged both Apollinaris and Eutyches with holding, that Nl 
Chriſt brought his Body from Heaven, and that it was not Pm. tro 
con-ſubſtantial with ours ; but Apollinaris himſelf, in the To. 4. p. 112, 
Fragments preſerved by Leontins, not only denies it, but 14 327: 
pronoances an Anathema againſt thoſe that hold it. And Vi- 
zalis of Antioch a great Diſciple of his, in diſcourſe with 
Epiphaniue, utterly denied a Czleſtial Body in Chriſt, Vin- Epiph.her.77. 
centins Lerinenſis ſaith, his Hereſy lay in denying two di- Vincene. Com- 
fintt Subſtances in Chriſt. St. Auguſtin ſaith, he held but — = 
one Subſtance after the Union-; ſo that he muſt deny any © 
Subſtance of a Body to remain after the Union, which he 
aſſerted to be wholly {wallowed up, and the Properties to 
continue : Which was another kind of Tranſubſtantiation; 
for no more of the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body was ſuppoſed 
to remain after the Union, than there is ſuppoſed to be in 
the Elements after Conſecration. But in both Caſes the c,,cy, cru. 
Properties and Qualities were the ſame ſtill. And it is ob- ced. a&. z. 
fervable, that in the AQts of the Council of Chalcedon, - 
Eutyches rejected it, as a Calumny caſt upon him, that he 
ſhould hold that Chriſt brought a Body from Heaven. But 
the Eutzchian Dottrine lay 1n taking*aWay the GR 
rac 


C, $. 


a7 ret —_ _ 
IX 
O02 2 Aerts Rt. eb g 
© ee ny ae Oe EI 


zoned” oaatc- ww ear We ocnrdiiag aud @—— ow. 
ans magna I ond 


_— — — — 


ones Ape I. rn wrrerereernoy — On _ - 
cf 


< ev” © ne ore Ae 419 
PET - yy ——_ —_—_ 


(316) 
the Body, and making the Diwvixity the ſole $ub ta ce, but 
with the Accidents and Properties of the Body. And for 
this they produced the Words of St. John, The Word was 
made Fleſh ; which/they urged with the ſame Confidence 
that you now do, This is my Body, And when they were 
arged with Difficulties ; they made the very ſame recourſe 
to God's Omnipotency,and the Letter of Scripture, and made 
the ſame Declamarions againſt the «ſe of Rexſon that you 
do; and withal, they would not have the Human Nature 
to be anihilated,/ but/to be changed into the Divine ; juſt 
as your Authors do about the. Subſtance of the Bread. So 
that it is hard to imagine a more exaCt Parallel to Trap- 
ſubſtantiation than there is in this DoCEtrine ; and conſe- 
quently there can be no more evident Proof of it, than 
the Fathers 2h St of the Inttance of the Euchar:#, 


to ſhew, that as the Subſtance of Bread doth remain after 
Conſecration ;, 10 the Subſtance of Chriſ/t”s Body doth conti- 
nue after the Union,| And when the Fathers from the re- 
maining Properties do prove the Subſtance to remain, they 
overthrow the poſſibility of Tranſubſtentiation. For,it they 
might be without |the Subſtance, their whole Argument 
loſes its force, and proves juſt nothing. 

P. Bur all this proves nothing as to the Faith of the 
Charch; being only\ Arguments ufed by Divines in the 
heat of Diſputes. | 

Py. Do you then in earneft give up the Fathers as Dz/ſ- 
putants to us; but retain them as Belzevers to your ſelves ? 
But how ſhould we kyow their Faith but by their Works ? 

P. I perceive you have a mind to be pleaſant ; but my 
meaning was, that in DiſÞutes Men may eaſily over-ſhoot 
themſelves, and uſe inefteQual Arguments. ; | 

Py. Burt is it poſſible to ſuppoſe they ſhould draw Ar- 
guments from fomething agaiaſt the Faith of the Church ? 
As for initance*;. Suppoſe now we are — 
Tranfubſtantiation, uld bring an Argument from the 

Human 


| — o- - 


| ( 37 
Hunan Natwe of Chriſt, and ſay,” That as in the Hypo- 
HFatical Union the Subſtance 15 chagged; and nothing; but 
the Accidents remain 3. {o it is in the Elements upon Can- 
ſecration. Do you think I ſhould not preſgntly-deny.. your 
Example, and ſay, your very Syppoſition is Heretical ?: So 
no doubt would the Eutychians have done in caſe the Faith 
of the Church had then been, that the Sub#ance of the 
Elements was changed after Conſecration. And the Enty- 
chians were the molt ſottiſh Diſputants in the World, if 
they had not brought the DoQtrine of Tranſubſtantiation to 
prove their Hereſe. 
P. Methinks you are yery long upon this Argument ; 
when ſhall we have done at this rate ? 
. * Py. Itake this for your beſt Anſwer ; and {oT proceed 
toa ſecond Argument, which I am ſure wHl not hold a- 
gainfſt the Trxity ; and that is from the natural and unſepa- 
able Properties of Chriſt's Body; which are utterly 1ncon- 
fiſtent with the belief of Trau/ab#antiatios. And the force 
of the Argument un general lies 1a-this, -/That the Fathers 
did. attribute ſuch things to rhe Body: of .Chrift, which 
render 1t uncapable of being preſent in ſuch a manner in. 
the Sacrament as 77ranſubtantiatioy Tuppoles. And no Men 
who underſtand themlielyes, will aſſert that” atone time, 
. Which they muſt be bound to. deny; at.arigtber”;” but chey 
will. be ſure to-make -an Exceptivu or Limitation,,which 
may reconcile both togerher. As if you fhonld ſay, That 
the Body of Chriſt cannot be in more- places than one at once, 
upon the Dofrine of St. Thomas; ye would preſently add, 
with rega'd to the Sacrament, i. &. not in regard of its na-, 
tural Preſence, but in a Sacramental it may : $9, it the Fa- 
thers had an Opinion. like yours' as to the Bady of Chriſt, 
they would have a Reſerve, or Exception, as tothe Sacra- 
meit. - But it appears by their Writings, that they attri- 
bute ſuch Properties:in- general to:the Body of Chriſt, as 1 
overthrow any. — without Faceptions or Tit 
| mita- | 


| (18 ) 
mitations. But that j not all : For I ſhall now prove, 

1. That they do mae attribute Circumſecription to Chriſt's 
Body in Heaven, 10 as to exclude the poſſibility of its be- 
ing upon Earth, | | | 

2. That they deny|any ſuch thing as rhe Supernatural 
Exiſtence of a Body after the manner of a Spirit. 

P. What do you mean ? Iam quite tired afready ; and 
now you are turning up the other Glals. 

Py. Since you will| be dabling in theſe Controverfies, 
you mult not think to eſcape ſo eafily. I have been nor 
a little oftended at the Inſolence of ſome late Pamphlets 
upon this Arguinent|;| and now I come to cloſe Reaſon- 
ing, you would fain be\gone. 

_Þ. I amina little haſte at preſent ; I pray come quick- 
ly to the Point. | | 

Pr. As {oon as you pleaſe. What think you, if a Man 
now {hould bring an| Argument to prove a matter of Faith 
from hence, 'That Chriſt's Body could not be in Heaven and 
Earth at once, would this Argument hold good ? Yet thus 
Vigilins Tapſitanus argues againſt thoſewho denied two Na- 

tures in Chriſt ; for, faith he, The Bo- 
Ham quando in Terra fuir, non erat dy of Chri# when it was on Earth, was 


ubiq; in Coelo. Er nunc quia in Ccelo F —m— ed now it 5s 5 
eſt, non eſt ubiq; in Terra, & intan- > n He , in Heaven 


rum non eſt, ur ſecundum ipſam ( Car- 7F #5 mot #por Earth ; and it « ſo far 
nem ) Chriſtum ſpe&temus, efſe ventu- from being ſe 0, that we expect him to Come 


rum de Ccelo, quem ſecundum verbum */ . : 
nobiſcum eſſe 3. "ak in terra. Cont. fr om Heaven in his F lejh, whom we be- 


Euty:h, . 4. 1. 14. lieve to be now preſent on Earth by his 
Divinity. How can this hold, if the 
Body of Chrift can þe in Heaven and Earth at the ſame 

Time '! | 

P. He ſpeaks this of the Natural Preſence of Chriſt's 
Body, and not of the Sacramental. 

Pr. The Argument is not drawn from the -2anzeyr of 
the Preſence, but from the Nature of a Boay, that it could 
not be in. Heaven and Earth at the ſame time. And ſo 

Ot 


( 19 ) | | 

St. Auguſtin ſaid, that Chriſt was every, - Et vbique torum 
where preſent as God ; but confined to a 1s ate nt 
certain place in Heaven according to the modum. A 
Meaſure of his true Body. 

P. This is only to diſprove the Ubiquiry of Chriſt's 
Body ; and not his being in ſeveral places at the ſame time. 

Pr. Then you yeild it to be repugnant to the Nature 
of a Body to be every where preſent. 

F, Wl - 

Py. But what if there be as great a repugnancy from 
» St. Auguſtin's Argument, for a Body to be preſent in ſeveral 
places at once 228 2k 

P. I ſee go ſuch thing. Y 

Pr. No? His Argument is from the Confinement of a 
true Body to a certain place. And if it be in mahy places 
at once, It is as far from being confined, as if it took up all 
places. And there are ſome greater Difficulties as to a Bo- 
dy's being diſtant from it [elfthan in aſſerting its Vbiquity. 

P. I perceive you are inclined to be a Latheray. 

Py. No ſuch matter. For I think the Efſential Pro- 

rties of a Finite and Infinite Being are incommunica- 

le to each other, and I look on Ub:quity as one of them. 

P. Then the ſame Argument will not hold as to Pre- 
{ence in ſeveral places, for this is no Infinite Perfettion. 

Pr. You run from one Argument to another. For 
theſe are two diſtin ways of arguing ; and the Argu- 
ment from the Repugnancy of it to the Nature of a Body, 
doth as well hold againſt Ubiquity, as that it is a Divine 
Perfetion. And St. Auguſtin in that excellent Epiſtle 


d Dardan, 


doth argue from the Eſſential Properties and Dimenſions 
of Bodies, and the difference of the Preſence of a Spirit 
and a Body. I pray read and conſider that Epiſtle, and 
you will think it unpoſſible St. Augu/tiz ſhould believe 


C2 


Tranſubſtantiation. 
| * 
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P. St. Auguſtin W243 A, EVO art fiieh- are 
wont while 'they, &re exger tpon one Point, to forget 
another. But St.| Augatex elfewhere doth aſſert the Pre- 
ſence of Chriſt"s real Body in the Sacrament. 

Py. Then the| plain, Conſequence 15, that he contra- 
dicted himfelf. | 5S2af 
P. But he doth not ſpeak of a Satrawertal Preſente. 

Pr. What again ? Bat St. Aagiuſtin makes this an effeh- 
tial difference between a Divine and 
Corporal Preſence ; that the one doth not 
fill plates by its Dimenſions as the other 
doth; {o that Bodies cannot be in dis 
ſtant places at once. What think you 
of this ? 


Non enim Corpora ſunt quorum am- 


diſtantibus ſpariis ſimul efſe non poſlint, 
Ad Dardan, | 


P. I pray go | : 
Pr. What think you of the Mazichzees Doftrine, who 
held that Chriit was in the Sun and Moos when be ſhffered oa 
the Croff 2 Was this poſſible 'or hot ? © | 
P. What would you dfaw from hence ? : 
| | P#. Nothing more, but that St, 4u- 
[Soto profuian yr oor gut dilÞroved it, bekſe is Body coll 
Cruce efſe non poſſer; C. Fauſt. 1:26. c:11, | PO? be it the ſame Hive i the Sun and 
þ | Moon, and upon Earth? 
P. As to the 0rdizary wear of Nature, St. Auguſti#s 
Argument holds, | but not as td the Miratulous Power of 
God. | 
4 Pr. There 1is'a differerice between the ordinary Courſe 
of Nature, and the uuthangeable Order of Nature. 
P. Let mie hear this again ; for it is hew DoQtrihe 
to us. | 
Pr. That's ſtrange ! Thoſe things are by the 6rd;- 
ary Courſe of Nature, which carinot be changed bur by 
, Divine Power ; but imply no repugharcy for God to 
* alter that Courſe ; but thoſe are by the uzthagable order of 
| | Nature, 


« 


$ , 


HR HT WF | 
Nature, which &trinot be done without overthrowing the 
very Nature of the things; and ſuch things are xmpoffi-- 
ble in themſelves, and therefore God himſelf. cannot do 
them. 


P. It frems then yon'ſet Bounds to God's Onmipeo- 
rency. HY 


Pr. Doth not the Scripture ſay, there are ſome things - 
impoſſible for God to do ? 


P. Yes; fuch asare repugnant to his ow Perfettions ; 
as it ts impoſſible for God to lie. | 


Pr. But are there no other things impoſſible to. be 
done ? What think you of making the time paft not to be 
paſt ? | | 
P. That is impoſſible in it ſelf. 


Py. But is it not impoſſible for the ſame Body to be 'in 
two different times ? | 

'P. Yes. | h 

Pr.' Why not then 'in two of more. different Places ; 
ſigce-a Body is as certainly confined, as to Place, as it 15 t© 


Time? 


P. Youare run now into the Pojze of Reaſon, when 
we were upon St. Aiguſtin's Teſtimony.. 


Py. But I fay, St. Az2aftin wetit upon this'ground, that 
it was repugnant to the Nature of a Body to be 1n more 
places than one at the ſame time. And ſo likewiſe Caft- 
an proves, That when Chriſt was upon. | 


Earth he could not be in Heaven, but in E* cumin Terra loquitur in Ccelo 
wy utiq3 aift per Dei [nfinjrarem efſe non 


regard of his: Drvinty. Is there not it. De Intarn, I. 4. ©; 6, 
the lame Repugnancy for « 'Body 17 1 
| Heaven, 


C a) 
Heaven to be upon Earth, as for a Body upon Earth to. be in 
Heaven ? [I 


P. Theſe are new Queſtions, which I have not met 
with in our Writers, and therefore I ſhall take time to 
anſwer them. But all theſe Teſtimonies proceed upon 
2 Body conſidered/ under the Nature of 4 Body ; but in 
the Sacrament we| confider Chriſt's Body as preſent after 
the manner of 4 Spirit. 


Py. That was /the next thing I promiſed to prove 
from the Fathers,| that they knew of no ſuch thing, and 
therefore could not believe your DoQtrine. Have you 
obſerved what the Fathers lay about the difference of 
Body and Spirit * | 


P. NotTI; but have read our Authors, who produce 
them for our Doctrine. 


Py. That is the perpetual fault of your Writers, to 
attend more to the ſound of their Words, than to the 
force of their mg s. They bring places out of Po- 
pular Diſcourſes intended to heighten the Peoples Deyo- 
tion, and never | compare them with thoſe Prixciples 
which they afſert, when they come to Reaſoning; 
which would plainly fhew their other Expreſſions are 
to be underſtood in a Myſtical and Figurative Senſe. But 
I pray tell 1ne, do you think the Fathers had no diſtint 
Notion of a Body and Spirit, and the Eſſential Properties 


of both ? | 


P. Yes doubtleſs. 


Pr. Suppoſe then they made thoſe to lic in ſuch things 
asare inconſiſtent with the Preſence of Chriſt's Body ia the 
Sacrament after the manner of a Spirit ; do you think 


then 
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(23) _ 
then they could hold it to be fo preſent? And if 
they did not, they could not belive Tranſubſtantia- 


top . 
P. Very true. 


Py. What think you then of St. Auguſtin, who 
makes it impoſſible for a Body to be without its Di- 
menſions and Extenſion of Parts ? But you aſſert a 
Body may be without them ; or elſe-it cannot be af- 
ter the manner of a Spirit, as you fay it 1s in the Sa- 
crament. 


P. I pray ſhew that St. Auguſtin made it incon- 
ſiſtent with the Nature of a*Body to be otherwiſe. 


Pr. He faith, That all Bodies how groſs or ſubtle 
ſoever they be, can never be all every where (z.e. cannot Sive iſta 
be indiviſibly preſent after the manner of a Spirit ) craffiora, fi- 
but muſt be extended according to their ſeveral Parts, V< \ubtiliora 
and whether great or little, muſt take up a ſpace, and ſo '<* amen 


fill the Place, that it cannot be all in any one Part. Is pas TY 


this poſſible to be reconciled with your Notion of a j,,, pore 


Body being preſent after the manner of a Spirit ? efſe ubique 


totum, quo- 
niam per innutnerabiles partes aliud alibi habeat neceſle eſt. Et quantumcung) 
{it Corpus, ſeu quantulumcunque sorpuſculam, loci occapet fſpatium, eun- 
demque locum fic impleat, ut in nulla ejus parte tit rotum- Ad Voluſian. 


'P. To be preſent after the manner of a Spirit 
is with us, to be ſo preſent, as zot to be extended, and 
to be whole in every part. | | 


Pr. But this St. Auguſtin ſaith, zo Body can be; and 
not only there, but elſewhere he ſaith, Take away Dimen- 
ſions from Bodies, and they are no longer Bodies. _ 
3 bat 


1 CI 

Qnanquam that # greater part. takes up « greater [pace, and 4 leſſer 
{i hoc demas ,. Jeſs; awd muſt be always If. in the part than in the 
Corporibus, ,yþ,le. | | 
quantum = | 
mea opinio eſt, neq; ſentiri poſſunt, 
rem. De Quant. Anime, C. 4» Br: FL -: | 

Quaod per loci ſpacium aliqua longitudjne, Jatitudine, altitudine ita fiſtitur 
vel movetur, ut majore ſui parte majorem locum occupet, & breviore brevio- 
' rem minuſq) (it in parte quam in fDto. Ad Hieron. Ep. 166, 


neque. omnino Corpora efle ree exiſtima 


_ P. But he ſpeaks of Extenſion in it ſelf, and not 
with reſpect to Plact--; | | 


Py. That is -of Extenſion that is wot extended ; for 
if it be, it muſt. have/ reſpect to Place; but nothing 
can be plainer, than that St. Auguſtiz doth ſpeak with 

Non om. 7e[pef# to Place. And he elſewhere faith, That every 
nino poteſt Body muſt have Place, and be extended in it. 
eſſe aliguod vj” 
Corpus, tive Calefte, five Terrcltze, five Acreum, five humidum, quod nen 
minus ſit in parte -quam 'n toto, neque ullo niodo-poſht in- loco hujus -partis 
limul habere aliam .partem, fed aliud |hic alind alibi habens per quzlibet {patia 


/ 


locorum diftantia 6 dividua, vel potius ut ita dicam, {ectili more dittenditur. C, 
 Epiſt. Manich. c. 16. + | \ 

Omne Corpus locale eſt, 8 omne locale Corpus eſt. 63. Queſt. c. 35, 
Corpus quodliber per localia ſpatia porreQum eſt. $83.-Quzli. c. 51. 


P.. But he doth tot ſpeak this of the Sacrament. 


Pr. But he ſpeaks it of all Bodies whereſoever pre- 
ſent; and he doth not except the Sacrament, which he 
would certainly haye done, if he had believed as you do 
CONcerning 1t. T2 oh 


A P. St. Auguſtin might have particular Opinions in 
| this, as he had in ather things. 


| (25) 
Pr. So far fromit, that I ſhall make it appcar, that this 
was the general Senſe of the Fathers. S. Gregory Nazian- 
zen ſaith, That the Nature of Bodies requires, that they have ; 
Figure and Shape, and may be touched, and ſeen, and circum- = rh =—_ 
" ſeribed. S. Cyril of Alexandria, faith, That if God himſelf Dk ds... - 
were a Body, he muſt be liable to the properties of Bodies, and Tra. 
he muſt be ina place, as Bodies are. And all thoſe Fathers, 
who prove, that Ged cannot be a Body, do it from fuch 
Arguments as ſhew, that they knew nothing of a Bedies 
Being after the manner of a Spirit : For then the force of 
their Arguments is loſt, which are taken trom the Eſential 
Properties of a Body, ſuch as Extenſon, Divifibility, and 
Circumſcription. But if a Body may be without theſe, then 
God may be a Body after the manner of a Spirit ; and fo the 
Spirituality of the Divine Nature will be taken away. 
P. I never heard theſe Arguments before, and muſt take 
ſome time to conſider. 
Pr. The ſooner the better ; and I am fure if you do, 
you will repent beimg -a New Convert, But I have yet 
ſomething to add to this Argument ; viz. That thoſe who 
have ſtated the Difference between Body and Spirit, have 
made Extenſion, and taking up a place, aud Divifibility, ne- x 
gefſary to the very Being of a Boaly ; and that what is not cir- CO. 
'camſcribed,, is incorporeal, Anime: 1.1. c, 
P. Methinks your Arguments run out toa great length. 5» 27, !8-1. 3. 
[ pray bring them into a leſs compaſs. MM 
Pr. I proceed to a Third Argument from the Fathers, 
which will not take up much time ; and that is, That the 
Fathers knew nothing of the Sab/ſtence of Accidents with- 
out their Subſtance, without which 7Trauſubſtaxtiation cannot 
be maintained: And therefore in the Roman Schools, the py- 
ſibility of Accidents fubſiſting without their Subjedts, is de- 
fended. But on the contrary, Maximus, one of the eldeſt Apud. Fuſeb. 
, of the Fathers, who lived in the Second Century, affirms 4 Przp. E- 
it to be of the Eſſence of Accidents to be in their Subſtance. op..." 
L471 D 


22, 


S. Baſed 


( 26 ) | 
pl. Epiſt.a3. S. Baſil faith, Nature|doth not bear a diſtinftion between Budy 
and Figure, although Reaſon makes one. 
Iidor- Epiſt. Tide Pelufiota, ſaith, That Quality cannot be without Sub- 
LY Ep. 72. france. | | | 
Greg, Nyſſen, Gregory Nyſſen, That Figure cannot be without Body , and 
in Hexaem. p- that a Body cannot belconceived without (Qualities : And that 
+" N Ovi- if we take away Colour, and Quantity, and Reſiſtance, the 
ficio. c. 24. Whole Notion of a Body is deſtroyd. Take away Space from 
Bodies, faith S. Auguſtin, and they can be no where ; and if 
kc __— < they can be no where, | they cannot be : Ando he faith, if we 
conr. Julian 1. fake away Bodies from their Qualities, And in plain terms, 
OW That n) Qualities, as Colcurs, or Form, can remain withJjut 
their Subject. - 
164. Ocigin. And that no Atcitlents can be withont their Subject, is in 
SEE 295 | general aftirmed by | /idore Hiſpalenſrs, Boethius, Damaſcen, 
dc Danſ. 2nd others, who give an Account of the Philoſophy of the 
ce: Dial c.1. Ancients. | 
_— P: All this proceeds upon the o/d Philoſophy of Acci- 
a dents :, What if) there be none at all ? 
Pr. What then makes the ſame impreſſion on our Senſes 
when the S»#/tance js gone, as when it was there 2? Is there 
a *perpetual Miracle! to deceive our Senſes ? But it is impoſ- 
ſible'to maintain 7 ranſub/tanrtiation, as it is defined in the 
Church of /Kome, without Accidents : They may hold ſome 
other. Doctrine in |the place of it, but they cannot hold 
that. And that other Do&rine will be as impoſlible- to be 
underſtood. For if | once we ſuppoſe the Body of Chriſt to 
be in the Sacrament, in place of the Subtance of the Bread, 
which appears to or Senies to be Bread ſtill: Then 'ſup- 
poſe there be mo Accidents, the B:dy of a Man muſt make 
the ſame impreſſion on our Sexſes, which the Sub/tance of 
Bread doth, which is fo horrible an Abturdity, that the- Phi- 
loſaphy of Accidents cannot imply any greater than it. So that 
the New 7ranſabſtantiators had as good- return to the Old 
Mumpſtmus of Accidents. 


P.1 


C v7) 


P. I ſuppoſe you have now.done with this Argument. 
. Pr. No: Ihave ſomething farther to fay about it, which 
is, that the Fathers do not only aſſert, 7hat Accidents cax- 
not be without their Subjet, but they confute Fereticks on 
that Suppoſition ; which ſhew'd their aſſurance of the Truth 
of it. | 
Trenzus overthrows the Valentinian Conjugations, becauſe Iren. 1.2.c. 14, 
Truth can no more be without a Subjef, than Water without 
Moifture, or Fire without Heat, or a Stone without Hard- 
 weſs; which are ſo joined together, that they cannot be ſepa- 
rated. 
. Methodius confutes Origen's Fancy about the Soul ha- ow Phot. 
ving the Shape of a Body, without the Subſtance , be. *** ©3% 
ka. the Shape and the Body cannot be ſeparated from each 
_ "other, | | 
S. Auguſtin proves the Immortality of the Soul from Aug. de Im- 
hence, Fea meer Accidents can never be ſeparated from mort. Anim. 
the Body, ſo as the Mind is by abftraftion. And in another Soliloq. Le 
place he aſſerts it to be a monftrous abſurd Dotrine, to ſup 13. 
poſe that, whoſe Nature 1s to be in a Subjef, to be capable of ſub- 
fiſting without it. | 
Claudiaunus Mamertus proves, that the Soul could nat be in De Stata Ani- 
the Body as its Subjeft ; ſor then it could not ſubfifF when the ma-1-3-c. 3. 
Body is deftroy'd. | 
?. [ hope you have now done with this Third Argu- 
ment. | | | 
Pr. Yes: and I ſhall wait your owntime for an Anſwer. 
I goon to a Fourth : And that. is from the Evidence of Senſe 
has and allowed by the Fathers, with reſpect to the Bo-. 
dy of Chriſt, "46-4. 
P, I expected this before now. For, as the Author of. 
the Single Sheet obſerves: This 1s the Cock- Argument of one. 
of the Fihes of your Church; and it ſo far reſembles. the: 


Light, ;that like it, it makes 4 graring ſrew, but go: to. graſp; 
Wt, antl you find nothing In your hand, OS A ES 
Y z ow ili A $f} ' F 
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Pr. Then it's pfain'our Senſes are deceived. 

P. Not as to Tranſubſtantion: for he believes more of his 
Senſes than we do: for his Eyes tell him there ts the Colour of 
Bread, and he aſſents to them ; his Tongne, that it has the Taſte 
of Bread, and he agrees to-it ; and fo for his ſmelling and: 
feeling : But then he hath a notable fetch in his Concluſion ; 
viz. That his Ears tell him from the Words ſpoken by Chriſt 


himſelf, that it is the Body of Chriſt, and he believes theſe 


too. Is not here one Senſe more than you believe? And yet 


you would perſwade the World, that we do not believe our 


Senſes. | | 

Pr. This is admirable Stuff ; but it muſt be tenderly 
dealt with. For I pray what doth he mean when he faith; 
he believes from Chriſt's own Words, that it is the Body of 


Chris? 2 What is this 77 2 Is it the Accidents he ſpeaks of be- 


fore ? Are thoſe Accidents then the _ of Christ 2 Kit the 
SubFance of Bread 2| But that is not diſcerned by the Senſes, 
he faith: and if it were, will he fav, that the Sub- 


ſtance of Bread is the Body of Chriſt > If neither of theſe, 


then his believing [rt is rhe Brdy of Chrif, ſignifies no-- 
/- thing ; for there can be no ſenſe of zz. 


P. However, he ſhews, That we who believe TranſubFtan-- 


tiation, do not renounce our Senſes, as you commonly reproach 


us ; For we believe all that our Senſes repreſent to us, which 
is only the outward appearance. For, as he well obferves, 
If your Eyes ſee the SubFtance of things, they are moFt ex- 


traordinary ones, and better than ours. For onr parts, we ſee: 


o farther than the Colour, or Figure, &c. of things which are 
only Accidents, ani the entire Objett of that Sewſe. | 

Pr.Is there no difference between the Perception of Seyſe, 
and the Zoidence of Senſe > Wegrant, that the Perception 
of our Senfes goes no farther than to the ourward Accidents ; 
but that Perception affords fuch an Fuidence by which the 
Ming doth paſs judgment upon the thing, reprefented by the: 
eutward Senſe. I pray tell me, have you any certaintythere 
; | is 


Ae” 1 


ani bd 


| 9). 
is ſuch a thing as 'a material SubFaxce in the World? 
P. Yes. | 
Pr.. Whence comes the certainty of the SubFance, ſince 
your Senſes cannot diſcover it? Do we live among nothing 
but Accidents 2 Or can we know nothing beyond them 2 
P. I grant we may know in'general that there are fuch 
things as Subſtances in the World. | 
Pr.. But can we not know the difference of ove Subſtance 
from another, by our Senſes? As for inſtance, can we not 
know a Man-from a Horſe, or an Elephant from a Mouſe, 
or apiece of Bread from a Church Or do we only know 
there are ſuch and ſuch Accidents belong to every one of 
theſe ; but our Senſes are not ſo othilagkinh to diſcover 
the Sub/tances under them ? I pray anfwer me one Queſti- 
on, Did you ever keep Lent 2 © | | 
P. What a range Queſtion is this? Did you-not'teNl me 
you would avoid [mpertinencies ? | 
Pr. This is none, I aſſure you: 
P. Then anfwer, I think my ſelf obliged to keep it: 
Pr. Then you thought your ſelf bound to abftain'fronr 
Fleſh, and to eat Fiſh. | nn 
_ P. What of all that? | 
Pr. Was it the Subſtance of Fleſh you abſtained from, or 
'only the Accidents of it 2 
P. The Subſtance > — . 
Pr. And did you know the difference between" the S,#-- 
ſtance of Fleſh and Fiſh by your Taſt.? | 
P. Yes | 
Pr. Then you have an extraordinary. Taft, which goes 
to the very Subſtance 2 a: I , 
 P. But this is off from our Buſineſs, which was about 
the Fathers, and not our own Judgment about. the Evi-- 
dence of Senſe. 
Pr. I am ready for you upon that Argument. AndIonl 
deſire to know whether you think the Zvidence of Senſe 


# 


| 


SEC» 
ſafficient, as to the *rue Body of Chriſt, where it is ſuppoſed 
tO be preſent? , |: | | 

P. By no means; For then we could not believe it ts be 
preſent, where we cannot perceive it. 
P. But the Fathers /did aſſert. the Evidence of Senſe to 
Iren. 1. 3. 20: be ſufficient, as to the true Body of Chriſt ;. ſo /ren@us, 
—_ as. Tertullian , Epiphanius, Hilary, and St. Auguſtiv. 1 will 
ne Chriſti, c.5. Produce their Words at length, if you deſire them. 


Adverſ(.Marc.|., | DP. 67 
4: £.43.1.3. Cc. 8, 11. Epiphan. hr. 42, 64. , Hilar. in Pfal. 239, Ang. c. Fauft. 1. 29. c. 2. 


I, 14. c, 1o, $3: . ©. 34. Serm: 238; 


» __ P. It will ' be but loſt labour, ſince we deny not, as 
Cardinal Be/larmin well faith, The Evidence of Senſe to 
De Euch, 1. 1. Be 4 good. poſutive E :dence 2 but not a negative, 1. e. that it 
Ow is a Body, whichis handled, and felt, and feen ; but not, that 
it is no Body which hot. tt | | 
Pr. Very well! And I pray then what becomes of your 
frngle Sheet-man,who ſo confidently denies Sexſe to be good 
poſitive Evidence as to a real Body; but only as to the outward 
appearance ?. ME of | 
P. You miſtake him ; for he ſaith, We are to believe our 
Senſes, where they are not indiſpoſed, and no Divine Revela- 
tion intervenes, Which we believe there doth in this Caſe ; 
and therefore, unleſs the Fathers ſpeak of the Sacrament, 
we have no reaſon to regard their Teſtimonies in this mat- 
ter. But we have. ſtronger Evidence againſt you from the 
Fathers, for they fay, we-are not torely on the Evidence 
of Senſe, as to the Sacrament. So St. Cyril, St. Chryſo/tom, 
and St. Ambroſe. - |,.\ LE | 
Pr. T am glad you offer any thing which deſerves to be 
conſidered. : But have you-already torgot Be/larmins Rule, 
that Senſe may, be a goed poſitive Rrdeuce, but. not a nega- 
tive, 3. e. it may diſcover what is preſent as a Body, but not 
what is not , and cannot be ſo preſent, - viz, the /vvi/eble 
Grace Which goes. along with it ; andas. to: this the Fathers 
might well ſay, we are not #6 truſt-our Senſe.  P.This 
& 


C30) 


P. This is making an Interpretation for them. 

Pr. No ſuch matter, | It is the proper and genuine Senſe / 
of their Words ; as will appear from hence. | rites tb. 

(1.) They alert the very fame, 'as to'the Chriſm and 


Baptiſm, which they do as to the Euchariſt... \ 21 . Cyril: Mitlag," 
(2.) That which they fay , our Sexſes.cannot reach, 1s 3, 4, 5: 

ſomething of a ſpiritual Nature, and not a Bedy. And ener 

here the Caſe. is extremely difterent from rhe» Judgment: Marr hom. 83. 


of Senſe, as to a material Subſtance. And .if you pleaſe, I Ambroſ.de his 


will evidently prove from the Fathers, that rthat'wherein 
they excluded the Judgment of Senſe in the Euchariſt, 
was ſomething wholly Spiritual and Immaterial. 

P. No, no, we have beech long enough upon the Fathers, 
unleſs their Evidence were more certain one 'way or-other. - 
For my part, I believe on the account of Divine Revelation 
in this matter, 7his is my Body; here I ſtick, and the Fa- 
thers agreed with us herein, that Chriſts words are not to 
be taken in a figurative Senſe. 

Pr. The contrary hath-been fo plainly proved in a late 
excellent Difcourte of Tranſub/tantiation , that: I wonder 
none of your Party have yet undertaken to anſwer it ; but 
they write on, as if no ſuch Treatiſe had appear'd. I ſhall 
therefore wave all the Proofs that are there produced, till 
' ſome tolerable Anſwer be-given to them, 

P. Methinks you have taken a great Liberty oof talking 
about the Fathers, as tho they were all on your ſide; : but 
our late Authors atlure us the contrary ; and I hope I may 
now make uſe of them, ro ſhew that 7ranſub/tantiation was 
the Faith of the Ancient Chittch. | C2. frrarts 4 


5 


Pr. With all my-heart,Feverlong to hear what they can 
ſay in a matter, I think, fo'clear on our ſide. -* // 

P. Well Sir, I begin with the Conſenſus Veterum, written 
by one that profeſſed himſelf a Mini/ter of the Church of 
England. 190 12 otrdot] ot t7 


Pr, Make 


qu initiantur, 
C. 9, 


Conſenſus Ve- 
terum, p. 21, | 


_ 22, 23. 


(32) 
| Pr. Make what youcan of him, now you have him ; but 
T will meddle with no perſonal Things, I deſire to hear his 


Arguments. 


P. What fay.you to R. Selomo, interpreting the 72. Pſal. 
v.16. Of Wafers in |the days of * the Meſſias; to R. Moſes 
Haddarſan, oz Ger. 39. 1. and on Pſal. 136. 25. to R. Caha- 
na, 0» Gen. 49. 1. who was long before the Nativity of Chriſt ; 


R. Johai, on Numb. 28. 2. and 20 R. Judas, who was maxy 
years before Chrift came, 


theſe things? But 
| What think you of| R. Cabana, and R.Fudas, who lived fo 


Pr. Can you hold your Countenance when you repeat 
y thing mult paſs from a New Convert. 


long before our Saviour, when we know that the Fews 
have no Writings preſerved near to our Saviours time, 


| beſides the Bible, |and ſome ſay the Paraphrafts upon it. 


1 would have been glad to have ſeen theſe Teſtimonies 


| taken from their | Original Authors, and not from Ga- 


latins, who is known to haye been a zotorious Plagiary, as 


to the main of his Book, and of littleor no Credit as to the 


reſt. But it is ridiculous to produce the Teſtimonies 
of Jewiſh Rabbins for T1 ranſubſtantiation, when it is ſo well 
known that it is one of their greateſt objections againſt Chri- 
ftianity, as taught in the Roman Church, as may be ſeen in 
Foſeph Albo, and others. ' But what is all this to the Teſti 
mony of the Chriftian Fathers 2? 
P. Will not you let a Man fhew a little Fewi/h Learning, 
occaſion? But if you have a mind to the Fathers, you 
ſhall have enough of them; for I have a large Catalogue 
of them to produce, from the Conſenſas Yeterum, Nutes 
Teftinm, and: the fingle Sheet, which generally agree. 

Pr. With Coccius or Bellarmin, you mean ; but before you 
produce them, I pray tell me what you intend to prove by 
chem? | | 

P. The Doctrine of our Church. 

Pr. As to what? 
 P, What 


(33) 
P. What have we been about all this whildy 
Pr. Tranſubftantiation. Will you prove that ? 
P. Why, do you ſuſpe& me before begin > | 
Pr. T have ſome Reaſon for it. Let us firſt agree what 
we mean by it. Do you mean the fame which the Church 
of Rome doth by it, in the Connczl of Trent 2 
P. What can we mean elſe? 
Pr. Let us firſt ſee what that is. The Council of 7rext 
declares, That the ſame Body of Chriſt, which is in Heaven, 
is really, truly and ſubſtantially preſent in the Euchariſt after 
Conſecration, under the Species of Bread and Wine. And 
the Rowan Catechiſm faith , 1t is the very Body which was 
born of the Virgin, and fits at the right hand of God. (2..) 
That the Bread, and Wine after Conſecration, loſe their proper 
Subſtances, and are changed into that very Subſtance of the - 
Body of Chriſt. And an Anathema is denounced againſt 
thoſe who affirm the contrary. Now if you pleaſe, proceed 
to your proofs. | 
P. I begin with the ancient Liturgies of St. Peter , St. Conſend. Vet. 
Tames, and $t. Matthew. P. 27. 
Pr. Are you in earneſt ? 
P. Why ; what is the matter? 
* Pr. Do not you know, that theſe are rejeted as Supp:- 
fititious, by your own Writers? And a very late and learn- 


ed Dr. of the Sorbox, hath given full and clear Evidences of Nouvelle Bib- 
it lioth. des An- 


| . So enes Ecclefi- 
P. Suppoſe they are, Tet they may be of Antiquity enough, pre : _ 
to give ſome competent Teſtimony as to Tradition. Ellies du Pin. - 


Pr. No fuch matter; For he proves Se. Peters Liturgy, **** 
to be later than the Sacramentary of St. Gregory ; and fo 

can prove nothing for the firſt 600 years; and the #thio- Þ. 22. 
pick Liturgy, or St. Matthews, he ſhews to be very late. 
That of St. Fames, he thinks to have been ſometime before 

the Five General Ccuncils ; but by no means to have been St..P- 23- 
Fames's. | = "—_— 
E | P. What 


i a_ "Wu 
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Conſenf. p.3o, 


Conſenſ.Verer. 


Pp. 30* 
Nubes Teſti- 
un, p. 109. 


Tertull. c. 
Marcion, 1. 4. 
£. 40. 


| || ©34 ) 

P. What tink |you of the As of St. Andrew, and 
what he faith*therein, about eating the Fleſh of Chriſt 2 | 

Pr. I think he faith nothing to the purpoſe. But I am 
aſhamed to find one, \who hath.ſo long been a Miniſter in 
this Church, ſo extreamly ignorant, as to bring theſe for 
good Authorities, which are reje&ted with ſcorn by all Men 
of Learning and Ingenuity among you. 

_ P. I am atraid you grow angry. 

Pr. Iconfels Ig49rance and Confidence together, are very 
provoking things ; eſpecially, when a Man in years pre- 
tends to leave our Church on ſuch pititul Grounds. 

P. But he doth produce better Author:ties. 

Pr. If he doth, | they are not to his purpoſe. 

P. That muſt be tried ; What ſay you to /gxaties 2T hope 
you allow his EpiſYYes ? 

Pr. I ſee no reaſon to the contrary. But what faith he > 

P. He faith, That ſome Hereticks then would not receive 
the Euchariſt and Oblations, becauſe they will not confeſs the 
Euchariſt to be the Fleſh of our Saviour Chriſt, And this is 
produced by both Authors. 

Pr. The Perſons 7grativs ſpeaks of, were ſuch as denied 
Chriſt to have any true Body, and therefore, did forbear the 
Euchariff, b2cauſe it was faid to be his Body. And in what 
ever Senſe it were taken, it {till ſuppoſed that which they 
denied, viz. that he had a true Body : For, if it were fi- 
guratively underſtood, it was as contrary to their Doctrine, 
as if it were literally. For a Figure mult relate to a real 
Body, as Tertullian argued in this Caſe. And 1gratius in the 
ſame Epi/tle,mentiqns the trial Chriſt made of his true Body, 
by the Senſes of his Diſciples, Take hold of me,and handle me, 
and fee, for I am n+ incorporeal Damon; and immediately they 
touched him, and were convinced. Which happen'd but a few 
days after Chriſt had faid, 7his is my Body; and our Savi- 
our gave a Rule for judging a true Body, from an ap- 
pearance, 9r ſpiritual Subltance; A Spirit hath not Fleſh and 


Bones, 
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Bones, as ye ſee me have. Therefore it is very improbable 
that Ignatius ſo ſoon after, ſhould aſſert that Chriſts true 
and real Body was in the Euchariſt, where it could be nei- 
ther ſeen nor felt'; For then he muſt overthrow the force 
of his former Argament. And to what purpoſe did Chriſt 
fay, That a Spirit had not Fleſh and Bones, as they ſaw him 
to have; if a Body of Chriſt might be ſo much after the 
manner of a Spirit, as tho it had Fleſh and Bones, yet they 
could not poſſibly be diſcerned? But after all, ſuppoſe /g-- 
natius doth ſpeak of the Subſtance of Chriſts Fleſh, as pre- 
ſent -in the Eucharift ; yet he faith not a word of the. 
changing of the Subftance of the Bread into the Sub- 


| FFance of Chrifts Body; which was the thing to be 


proved. | 
P. But Juſtin Martyr doth ſpeak of the change, and his 
Words are produced by all three. And they are thus ren- 


dred in the ſingle Sheet. For we ao not receive this as Apol. 2; 


common Bread, er common Drink, but as by the Word of God, 
Feſus Chriſt our Redeemer being made Man, had both Fleſh 
and Blood for-our Salvation ; ſo alſo, we are taught that this 

Food, by which our Blood and Fleſh are by a change nourilh- 

ed, being conſecrattd by the Power of the Word, is the Fleſh 
and Blood of Feſus Chriſt incarnate» What fay you to 

this? * , 

Pr. I deſire you to conſider theſe things. (t.) That 
Tuſtin Martyr doth not ſay, That the Bread and Wine are 
by Conſecration changed into the Individual Fleſh and 
Blood, in which Chriſt was Tncarnate ; bat that, as by the 
Power of the Word, Chrif? once had a"Body in the Womb of 
the Virgin; ſo by the Power of the ſame Word, upon Conſecra- 
tion, the Bread and Wine do become the Fleſh and Blond of 
Chrif? Incarnate ; fo that he muſt mean a para/tel, and not: 
the ſame Iudividaal Body, 1. e. that as the Body in the Womb 
became the Body of Chrif? by the Power of* the Holy Spirit ; 
lo the /Zoly Spirit after Conſecration, makes the Elements 

2 to 


[1.[C36) 
to become the Fl and Blood of Chriſt, not-by .an- Z7ys 
p:ftatical Union, but by Divine Influence, as the Church is 
the Body of Chrift. | And this was the true Notion of the 
Ancient Church, as to\this matter,and the. expreſſions in the 
Greek Liturgies, to\this day confirm the ſame. (2.), He 
doth not in the leaſt imply that the Elements by this 
change do loſe thei SubFance ; for he mentions the nourilhe 
meat of our B1dies by'it ; but he affirms, that notwithſtand- 
ing their Subſtance| remain, yet the Divine' Spirit of ChrigF, 
by its Operation, dath\ make them become his Body. - For we 
mult obſerve, that he attributes he Body in the Womb, 
and o# the Altar, to the ſame aiyes, or Divine Word. For 
he did not think ZHypoFatical Zznion neceſſary, to make the 
Elements become the Body of Chrif?, but a Divine Energy 
was ſufficient, 'as the Bodzes allumed by Angels are their 
Bedies, tho there be no ſuch vital Union, as there is between 
the Sou/and Body of a Man. 
P. I goon to 1reneus,from whom two places are produ- 
P.3i.  Cced,oneby the Conſenſus Veterum, where he ſaith, That which 
Icen. 1. 4©:34- 35 Bread from the Earth, perceiving the call of God, \now is nat 
common Bread, but the Eucharist, conſiiting of two things," one 
Earthly, and the other Spiritual, | nf 
l Pr. Very well! 'Then there is an Earthly,as well as a Spi- 
'F ritual thing in the EuchariFf, 1. e. a Bodily SubStauce, and Dis 
'F Vine Grace. 
| P. No; hefaith, The Earthly is the Accidents. 
| Pr. Doth Ireneus ſay ſo? 3 
i P. No; but he means ſo. | | 
4 Pr. There is not'a word -to that pirpoſe in renews 5. 
bh and therefore this is downright Prevarication. \I grant 7re-. 
| »2us doth ſuppoſe a change made by Divine Grace; but not. 
by deftroying the Elements, but by ſaper-adding Divine Grace 
| to them; and ſo the Bread becomes the Body of Chri#?, and: 
# the Wine his Blood. | | 
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© P..The other placein Zremew is, where he faith, That as Icen 1.5. c.11, 


the Breath receiving'the Ward of God; is made the Euchari#t, 
which is the Body.and Blood of Chriſt, ſo alſo our Bodies being 
#ouriſbed byit, and laid in the Earth, and there difſolved, will a- 
riſe' at their tire; 665 un Ton 12 T6097 

Pr. What do you prove from this place 2 77 

P. That the ſame Divine Power 15: feen in making the Eucha- 
riſt the Body and Blood of Chrift, which is to be in the Reſur- 
redtion of the Body, | 

Pr. But doth this prove, that the:$ub/kance of the Bread is 
changed-into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body. : 

P, Why not ? | 
,. Pr. I willgive you a plain Argument againſt it; for he 
ſaith, Our Boſkes are nouriſhed by che Body and Blood of Chriſt. 
Do you think that Jrenevs beheved the ſubſtance of Chriſt's 
Body was turned into the ſub/tance of 'our Bodies, in order to 
their nouriſhment? No; he explained himſelf juſt-before in 
the ſame place ; De Calice qui eft Sauguis ejus, nutritur ; © 
de pane qui eff Corpus ejus  augetnr'; So that he attributes the 
nouriſhment to the Bread and Wine ; and therefore muſt ſup- 
poſe the ſubſtance of them torremain, ſince it is impoſſible a 
ſubſtantial nouriſhment thould: be made by-meer Accidents. 
And withal, obſerve, [he faith expreſly, That the Bread is 
the Body of Chriſt ; which your beſt Writers (ſuch as Bel- 
larmin, Suarez and Vaſquez) lay, is inconfiſtent with Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. | | | C8 Rn 081 

P. My next Author is Tertul;an, who is produced by the 
Conſenſus Veterum, and the Single Sheet, but omitted by the 
Nubes Teftium ; but the other proves, that Bread which 
was the Figure of Chriſt's Rady: in the' Old Teftament, now 
i the New, is . changed into'the' real and triie Body of 
Chrilt. | 

- Pr. This is.a, bold Attempt upon 'Tertullian, to prove, 

that.by the Figare of Chriſt's Body, he means his true and 


Keal-Budy. F or: his Words.are, Accepiam_panem & diſtribu- on thacion, 
_ A *; . , # . . a " 


bi SS od > #10 


Contr. Marcion. 


_ 1.3c.19.1.5.c.8, 


De Reſur. c.$. 


[JO 
tum Diſcipulis Corp r 1Jum ſuam fecit, Hoc eft Corpus meum di- 
cend), id eſt, FiguraCorporismei. He took the bread, and gave 
it t his Diſciples, and made it his Body, ſaying, This is my Bo- 
dy; i.e. this is the Figure of my Body. How can thoſe men 
want Proofs, that can draw Tranſubtantiation from theſe 
Words, which are fo plain againſt it? | {\' 

P. Youare miſtaken; 7ertullian by Figure, meant, it was 
a Figure in the Old Teftament, but it was now his real Body. 

Pr. You put very odd Figures upon Tertul/ian : | appeal 
to any reaſonable man, whether by the latter words he doth 
not explain the former 2 For he puts the Senſe upon Corpus 
meum, by adding dicendo to them ; 2.e. This is the meaning 
of that ſpeech, when| he called the bread his body. 

P. Doth not Tertullian ſay, That it had not A the Figure, 
unleſs it had been the Truth ? 

Pr, This is again| perverting his words, which are, Figu- 
ratum non fuiſſet nift veritatis eſſet Corpus ; 4. e. there had been 
no place for a Figure of Chrift's Body, unleſs Chrift had a true 
body. For he was proving againſt Marcion, that Chrift had 
a true body ; and among other. Arguments he produces this 
from the Figure of his Body, which he not only mentions 
here, but in other places ; where he faith, That Chrif? gave 
the Figure of his body to the bread ; which cannot relate to 
any Figure of the Old Teftament. 

P. But doth not Tertu/lian fay afterwards, That the bread 
was the figure of Christ's body in the Old Teftament 2 

Pr. What then 2 |He had Two Deſigns againſt Marcion ; 
one to prove, that ChriFt had a true body, which he doth here 
from the figure of his body : and the other, that there was a 
Correſpondency of both Teftaments : and for that purpoſe he 
_ that the bre | d in Jeremiah, was the Figure of Chriſt's 

0ay. | | 
?. But the Author of the Single Sheet, cites another 
place of 7ertullian, | where he faith, that our fleſh feeds on 
the body and blood of Chriſt, that our foul may be filled with 
od © Pr. By 


(39) | 
Pr. By the body and blood of Chriſt, he means there, the 


” Elements, with Divine Grace going along with them ; as ap= 
{nh 


pears by his deſign, which is, to thew how the body and ſoul 
are joyned together in Sacramental Rites, The fleſh is waſh- 
ed, and the ſoul is cleanſed ; the fleſh is anointed, and the ſul 
conſecrated ; the fleſh is ſigned, and the ſoul confirmed ; the fleſh 
hath hands laid upon it, and the ſoul enlighten'd ; the fleſh feeds 
on the body and blied of Chriſt, that the ſoul may be filled with 
God, Now unleſs Tertu/jan meant the Elements, the Pa- 
rallel doth not proceed ; for all the reſt are ſpoken of the 
external Symbols ; and ſo this doth not at all contradict 
what he faith elſewhere, no more than the Pafſage in the 24 
Book ad Zxorem doth. For there he ſpeaks of Chriſt, with 
reſpet to the inviſible Grace, as he doth here, asto the out- 
ward Symbols. | | 
P. Clemens Alexandrinus faith, That Melchifedeck gave Strom. 4 
bread and wine in figure of the Euchariſt. 
Pr. And what then 2 What is this to Zranſubſtantia- 
tion? 
P. Origen faith, When you eat and drink the body and blood of yom. 5. in. 
our Lord, then our Lord enters under your roof, GC. verſ. loc. 
Pr. Are you ſure that Origen faid this ? But ſuppoſe he did, 


muſt he enter with his fleſh and bones, and not much rather 


y a peculiar preſence of his Grace 2 For is it not Orizen who 
ſo carefully diſtinguiſhes the zypical and ſymbolical body of 
Chriſt, from the Divine Word, and ſo expreſly mentions the 
material part of the Elements after Conſecration, which paſs Comment. in 
into the Draught, &c 2 Is all this meant of the Accidents 5. 15. 
only ? | 
? . What ſay you to S. Cyprian de Cana Domini ? | 
Pr. I beg your pardon, Sir ; this is now known and ac- 
knowledged to bea late Author, in compariſon, and cannot 
come within your 600. years ; and therefore 15 not ancient 
enough to be conlidered. 


P. But 


Cypr.de lapſis. 


Epiſt.63. N. 6. 


CER. 

* P. But in his genuine Writings he ſpSiks of hoſe who of- 
fer d Violence to the body and blood of our Lord in the Eu- 
charifſt. # | 

Pr. And I pray what follows 2 That the ſubftance of the 

Elements is gone : Where lies the Conſequence 2 But S. Cy- 
prian faith,the bread was his body,and the wine his blood; there- 
fore their ſub/tance muſt remain. 

P. What fay you to Euſebivs Emeſenus ? 

Pr. That he 1s not| within our compaſs ; and withal, that 
he is a known Counterfeit. 

P. Tperceive you are hard to pleaſe. 

Pr. You fay very |true, as to ſuppoſititious Writers. 

P..1 hope you have more Reverence for the Council of 

Nice. | Sa; 

Pr. But where doth;that ſpeak of Tranſub/tantiation ? 
P. It calls the Eucharift the body of Chris. 

Pr. And ſo doth the Church of England ; therefore that 
holds 7 ranſabffantiation. I pray bring nomore ſuch Teſtimo- 
nies, which prove nothing but what we hold. 

P. I perceive you have a mind to cut me ſhort. 

Pr. Not in the leaſt, where you offer any thing to the pur- 
poſe. But I'pray ſpare thoſe who only affirm, that the Zu- 
charift is the body and blood of Chrift after Conſecration, For 
Tacknowledg it was\the Language of the Church, eſpecial- 
ly in the 4th Century, when the Names of the Elements were 
hardly mention'd to the Catechumens ; and all the Diſcourſes 
of the Fathers to them, tended to heighten the Devotion and 
Eſteem of the Euchariſt. By which Obſervation: you may 
eaſily underſtand the meaning of the Eloquent Writers of 

that Age, who ſpeak with ſo much Myfery and Obſcurity a- 
bout it. If you have any that go beyond lofty expretfions and 
Rhetorical flights, I pray produce them. 

- P. Tperceive you are afraid of S. Greg, Nazzanzen, and S. 
Bajil, but eſpecially $;Chry/c/tom, you fenceſo much before« 
hand againſt Eloquent Men. 


Pr.As 


Car) 


. Pr, Asto the other two, there is nothing material alledg- 
ed by any to this purpoſe; but S. Chry/ofFom, I confeſs, doth 
ſpeak very lofty things concerning the Sacgament in his po- 
pular Diſcourſes, but yet nothing that doth prove 7ran/ub- 
Stantiation. 
P. What think you of his Fomilies, 51, and 83. on $. Mat. 
46. Homily on $. John 2.4. Homilie on 1ſt to the Corinth. the 
Fomilies on Philogonius and the Croſs 2 Are there not ſtrange 
things in them concerning the Euchariſt 2 About eating Chriſt, Nubes Tefti- 
and ſeeing him lie before them ſlain on the Altar ; about touching _ IE 
his body there, and the Holy Spirit, with an innumerable Hoſt, gr : 
hovering over what is there propoſed, with much more to that - 
purpoſe. 
Pr. You need not to recite more ; for I yield that S. Chry- 
Joſtom delighted in the ny flights of his Efoquence, on 
this Subject, in his Zemzlzes ; and he tells for what Reaſon, 
to excite the Reverence and Devotion of the People. But yet 
himſelf doth afford us a ſufficient Key to theſe expreſſions, if 
we attend to theſe things concerning his manner of ſpeak- 


n , 
by .) That he affirms thoſe things which no ſide can allow 
to beliterally underſtood. As when he ſo often ſpeaks of our 
ſeeing and touching Chriſt upon the Altar, which is inconſiſtent 
awith the Dodtrine of 7ranſubſtantiation : For Chriſt is utterly 
inviſible on the Altar, even by divine power, ſaith Suarez, He Diſp. 53. Se&X 
#s inviſible in the Sacrament, ſaith Bellarmine : and he faith al- 4 . 
ſo, that he cannot be touched. What then is to be faid to fuch DES oo 
expreſſions of S. Chryſoſtom: 2 ; 
Behold thou ſeeſt him, thou toucheſt him, thou eateſt him. Hom. 83. in 
It is not his Sacrament only which is offer'd us to touch, but om 51, in 
himſelf. What if you do not hear his voice, .do you not ſee him Mas. 
Lying before you ? > In HebrHom. 


Behold Chriſt Iying before you ſlain. OT.” 
Chriſt lies on 'he holy Table, as a Sacrifice ſlain for us. . In Rom. Hom, 


Thon ſweareſt upon the holy T; — where Chriſt ber fate " —- _ 


| LR 

De Sacerd. 13, When thou ſeeft our Lord lying onthe Table, and the Prieſt 
praying, and the by-ſtayders purpled with his bloed. _ 

See the Love of Chriſt ; he doth not only ſuffer himſelf to be 

ſeen by thoſe who defire it, but to be touched and eaten, and our 


| In Joh, Hom. Teeth to be fixed in his fleth. 


45. | x! =! 
Now theſe expreflions are on all ſides granted to be lite- 


rally abſurd and impoſſible; and therefore we muſt fay of - 
him as Bonaventure once faid of S. Auguſtin, Plus dicit ſantus 
& minus vult intelligi; We muſt make great allowance for 
ſuch expreſſions, or you muſt hold a Capernaztical Senſe. 
And it is denied by| your ſelves, that Chrii? is afually lain 
upon the Altar; and therefore you yield, that ſuch expreſſions 
are to be figuratively underſtood. 7 | 
(2.) That he lets fall many things in ſuch Diſcourſes which 
do give light to the fol As, | 


5 in Gal.  (1.) That Fleſh is improperly taken when applied to the Eu- 
Ep chariſt. | | 

Hom de Re (2.) He calls the Sacrament the myStical body and blood of 

ſur. To.5. Chr; | & 
[Htom: 46. in (3.) That the eating of ChriST's fleſh is not to.be underFbood 
"ſon — Uiterally, but ſpiritually. | To 

Hom. 28.in-1. (4. He oppoſes Chrift' facramental preſence, and real cor- 


Zp. adCorinth. S 
——_ poral preſence to eachother, 


C5.) He ſtill exhorts the Communicants to look upwards tos 


' 
[ 
| 
' 


Hom. 24. in 1, 


ad oy a wards FTeaven, oe | | | : ES 

HM. Andnow if you lay theſe things together, this Eloquent 
Father will not, with all his Flights, come near to Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. | | | 

Hom. de Pz- FP. No! In oneplace he aſlerts the ſab/tance of the Elements 

nit. T0.6. +, Jo loft. 2 


Pr. Thanksto the| Latin Tranſlators, for the Greek Word 
erriGey . as the Cr7titks obſerve, Goth not ſignifie to deſtroy; 
but zo refine, and-puritie a Subſtance, But I donot rely upon 
this ; for.the plainanfwer is, that S. Chryſo&7om doth nat there 
ſpeak of the Efements upon Conſecration, but what becomes 

i 6 NR of 
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[5 


b<1 
by 
I / 


(43 ) | 
of them, after they are taken down into the Stomack. S. 
Chryſoftom thought it would leflen the PeoplesReverence and 
Devotion, if they paſſed into the draught, as Origen affirm- 
ed ; and therefore he ſtarted another Opjnion ;. viz. That as 
Wax, when it is melted in the fire, throws off no ſuperfluities, 
but it paſſes indiſcernably away ; ſo the Elements, or MySteries, 
as he calls them, paſs imperceptibly into the ſubStance of the bo- 
dy, and ſo are conſumed together withygt. Therefore, faith he, 
approach with Reverence, not ſuppoſinFthat you receive the dir 
vine bodly from a Man, but as with Tongs if Fire from the Se- 
raphims : Which the Author of the Conſenſus Veterum tran- 
ſlates, but Fire from the Tongues of Seraphims. S. ChryſoFtom's 
Words are, © it «ur6y Toy Exgaghu 7h aufpitt T8 mp; ; And the 
Senſe is, that the divine body (i. e. the Eucharift, atter Con- 
ſecration, being by the divine ſpirit made the divine body, as 
in S. Cbryſoffom's Liturgy, there is a particular Prayer for 
the Holy Ghof? to come, and ſo make thepread to be the divine 
body, or the holy body of Chrif7), is to be taken, not with our 
Mouths, which can only receiye the Elements, but after a d:- 
vine manner, as with Tongs of fire from-Seraphims ; by which 
he expreſſes the ſpiritual acts of Faith and Devotion, as moſt 
agreeable to that divine ſpirit which makes the Elements to 
become the holy body of Chriff. But that S. ChryſofFom did 
truly and firmly believe the ſubFFance of the bread to remain 
after-Conſecration, T have already proved from his Epiſtle to 
Ceſarius.. | | | | 

P. 1 pray let us not go backward, having ſo much ground 
to run over {tll. "4. | 

Pr. T'am content, - if -you will-produce. only thoſe whe 
peak of the change.of ſubFance, and not ſuch as only menti- 
ſon: the body ory; 
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Hood of Chrift after C onſecration, which I 
have already told you, was the Language of .the Church ; 
and therefore all thoſe Teſtimonies are of: no force. in this 


F 2  P. Then 


P. 56. 


Eucholog. p: 


Treg. Nyſſen. 


Orat. Catech. 
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it the greateſt part of what remains, 


as Optatus, Gaudentiug, S. Jerom, and others ; but I have ſome 
{till left which will ſet you hard. What fiy you then to 


Gregory Ny{ſen, who faith, the ſandtified bread is changed into 
the body of the Word of God. Aad he takes off your Anſwer 
of a my#tical body ; tor he puts the Queſtion, how the ſame 
body can daily be diftributed to the faithful throughout the 
IKorld, it remaining whale and entire in it ſelf 
. Pr. Gregory Nyſſen #:s a Man of Fancy, and he ſhewed it 
in that Catechetical \Diſcourſe : However, Fronto Duczus 
thought it a notable place to prove TranſubFtantiation, which I 
wonder at, if he attended to the Deſign of it ; which was to- 
ſhew, that as our bodies, by cating, - became fubject to Cor- 
ruption, ſo by eating they become capable of Immortality ; 
and this he ſaith, wu be by receiving an immortal body into 
our bodies, ſuch as the body of Chrift was : But then, ſaith he, 
how could that body, which is to remain whole in it ſelf, be di- 
ſtributed to all the faithful over the whole Earth 2 He anſwers, 
by ſaying, That our Bodies do confiſt of Bread and Wine , 
which are their proper nouriſhment ; and Chriſts Body being 
like ours, that was ſo too; which by the Union with the Word 
of God, was changed into a, Divine Dignity. But what is 
this to the Euchariſt, you may ſay 2 He goes on therefore, 
ſo T believe the ſauftified Bread, by the power of the Word of 
God, to be changed into the Body of God the Word. Not into 
that Individual Body, but after the fame manner, by a Pre- 
ſence of the abyS, or God the Wordinit; and that this was 
his meaning, doth evidently appear by what follows. For, 
faith he, that Body, |viz. to which he was Incarnate, was 
'ſc Ro, +y the Inhabitation of the atys; , dwelling in-the 


; therefore, as the Bread was then changed into a Divine 


© Dignity in the Body, | ſo it is now; and the Bread is changed 
' tuto the Body of the |xly@- , (not of Feſus Chriſt) as it was 
" faid by the Wor, This is my Body. And ſo by receruing this 


Pivine Body into our Fodies, they are made capable of Immor- 
| : talit v, 


( 45 ) 
zality. * And this is the true Account of Gregory Nyſſer's 
meaning, which if it proveany thing, proves an mpanati- 
on, rather than 7ranſabſtan tiation. 

P. But Hilary's Teſtimony cannot be fo avoided ; who 


faith, That we as truely eat Chriſt's Fleſh in the Sacrament, 4s yubes TeRti- 
he was truly Incarnate ; and that we are to judg of this, not um, p. 124, 


By carnal Keaſon, but by the Words of Chriff, who faid, My 
Fleſh is meat indeed, and my Blood is drink indeed. 

Pr. Ido not deny this to be Hlaries Senſe. But yet this 
proves nothing like to 7 ranſub#antiation. For it amounts to 
no more than a real Preſence of the Body of Chriſt in the 
Sacrament ;* and you can make no Argument from hence, 
unleſs you can prove that the Body of Chriſt cannot be 
preſent, unleſs the SubZance of the Bread be deſtroy'd, 
which is more than can be done, or than Zlary imagin- 
ed. All that he aimed at, was to prove a real non be- 
tween Chriſt and his People, That Chrift was in them more 
than by meer conſent; and to prove this, he lays hold of 
thoſe words of our Saviour, My Fleſh is meat in:leed,, &c. 
But the ſubſtantial Change of the Bread into the Subſtance 
of Chriſts Body, ſignifies nothing to his purpoſe ; and Bel- 
larmin never ſo much as mentions Z7i/ary in his proofs of 


«7 ranſubſtantiation, but only for the real Preſence, But I 


muſt add. ſomething more, viz. that Hilary was one of the 
firſt who drew any Argument from the /iteral Senſe of Fohn 


' 6. Idonot fay, whodid by way of Accommodation, apply 


them to the Sacrament, which others might do before him. 
But yet,there are ſome of the eldeſt Fathers,who do wholly 
exclude.a literal Senſe, as 7Tertullzan look'd on it, As an 46- 


' ſurdity that Chriſt ſhould be thought truly to give his Fleſh to (as. cara. c. 
- eat.Quaſt vere carnem ſuam illis edendam determinaſſet. And 37. 

Origen faith, 1? is a killing Letter, if thoſe Words be literally 
#1derſtood. But this is to run into another debate, whereas * © 
- our Buſineſs .is - about Tranſubſtantiation.. If you have any 
more, let us now examine their 'Teſtimonies. | 


P. What 


Tertul. de Re- 


Orig. hom, 7. 


_—_ EL LEO 


Ambroſ de his tO the Buſineſs, for OP. 
qui initiantur, ay zyto the Body of Chris, born of the Virgin: "There are 


Ty 


'| ( 46 } 
P. What ſay you im to St. Ambroſe, who ſpeaks home 


makes the Change to be above Nature, 


long Citations out of him, but in theſe words lies the whole 
ſtrength of them ? * | &; 

Pr. I anſwer, ſeveral things for clearing of his meaning. 
(t.) That St. Ambroſe doth parallel the Change in the Ea- 
chariſt, with that in Baptiſm; and. to prove Regeneration 


therein , he argues from the miraculous Conception of Chriſt 
#n the Womb of the _ ; but in Baptiſm no body ſuppoſes 


the Sub/tance of the Water to be taken away ; and therefore 
it cannot hold as to the other, from the ſupernatural Change, 
which may be only with reſpect to ſuch a Divine Influence, 
which it had not before Conſecration. (2.) He doth pur- 
poſely talk obſcurely and myſtically about this matter, as 


the Fathers were wont to do to thofe, who were to be ad- 


mitted to theſe Myſteries. Sometimes one would think he 
meant that the Elements are changed into Chri/ts Indiui- 
dual Body born of the Virgin; and yet preſently after , he 
diſtinguiſhes between |the zrue Fleſh of Chriſt, which was 
crucified and buried, and the Sacrament of his Fleſh. If this 
were the fame, what need any diſtin&ion ? And that this 

Sacramentum Carnis, 1s meant 'of the Euchariſt, is plain b 
what follows ; for he cites Chriſts words, This 2s my Body, 
(3.) He beſt explains his own meaning, when he faith, not 
long after , That the Body of Chriſt in the Sacrament , is a 
—_— Body, or a Body produced by the Divine Spirit.; and 
0 he parallels it with that ſpiritual Food, which the Iraelites 
did eat in theWilderneſs: And no man will ſay, that the 
Subſtance of the Mama was then .loſt. And fince your Au- 
thors make the ſame St.:;Ambrofe, to have-written the Book 
De Sacramentis, there is a notable paſſage therein, which 
helps to explain this ; for there he ſaith expreſly, Nox i/te 
Panis eſt qui vadit in Corpus, ſed ille Panis Vite Eterne qui 
anime noſtre Subſtantiawm fulcit. It is not the Bread which 
$1) paſſes 


(47) 
paſſes into the Body, but the Bread of Eternal Life , which 
{trengthens the Subſtauce off our Soul: Where he not only calls 
it Bread aſter Conſecration, which goes to our Nouriſhment ; 
but he diſtinguiſhes it from the Bread of Eternal Life, which * 
ſupports the Soul, which muſt be underſtood of Divine Grace, 
and not of any Bodily Subſtance. 

' P. I perceive you will not leave us one Father of the 
whole number ? 

- Pr. Not one. And I hope this gives an incomparable 
Advantage to the Doctrine of the 7rinity in point of 7ra- 
dition, above Tranſubſtantiation ; when I have not only 
proved, that the greateſt of the Fathers expreſly denied it, 
| but that there 1s not one in the whole number who affirm-' 
&d it. For altho there. were ſome difference in the way of 
explaining how the Euchariſt was the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt ; yet not one of them hitherto produced, doth give 
ary countenance to 'your Doctrine of 7ranſubſtantzation , 
which the Council of Trent declared to have been 7zhe 
conftant belief of the Church in all Ages ;-which is fo far from 
being true', that rhere is as little ground to believe that, 
as Tranſubitantiation it ſelf. And 1o much as to this De- 
bate, concerning the comparing the Do&trine of the 7rint- 
ty and Tranſubfantiation , in point of Tradition ; if you 
thve any thing to fay further, as to Scripture and Reaſon, I 
ſhall be xeady to give you Satisfaction. the next Opportu- 
mnty. ; 


FINIS. 
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